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KennethJ.R. Edwards
Your editorial in Current Biology 1994 (volume 4, issue
11) commented in detail on the problems associated with
the paper by Elisha Orr and colleagues on the characteri-
zation of the PKC2 gene (Current Biology 1993
3:813-821), the report by David Levin and colleagues
casting doubt on Orr's work (Current Biology 1994 4:
990-995), and Orr's retraction (Current Biology 1994
4:995). You concluded with the hope "that there will be
a spirit of co-operation all round in resolving the
remaining issues, including that of what went wrong in
the first place."
As soon as this problem came to my attention, I set up a
panel to conduct a full enquiry into the serious issues
raised by your editorial. The members were: Professor
R. White, Pro-Vice-Chancellor, University of Leicester
(Chairman); Professor Sir David Hopwood FRS, The
John Innes Centre; Professor W Brammar, Dean of the
Faculty of Science, University of Leicester; and Dr K.
Davis, Head of Research Administration, University of
Leicester (Secretary).
The panel accepted that Dr Levin's conclusions were
correct, and addressed itself to determining what had
gone wrong in Dr Orr's work. Accordingly, it did not
contact Dr Levin, but took evidence from Dr Orr,
current and past members of his research group, and a
few scientists from elsewhere who were familiar with the
work of Dr Orr and his colleagues. All co-operated fully
and willingly with the panel.
The panel produced a report identifying the experi-
mental shortcomings and erroneous procedures in gene
sequencing at an early stage in the work which led to
the publication of faulty conclusions. Whilst they were
rightly critical of these, they stressed in their report that
"they have found no evidence to suggest any fraudulent
misrepresentation of data". The panel was also critical of
Dr Orr's failure to deposit the sequence in accordance
with your journal's normal practice, but concluded that
a number of unfortunate circumstances, including the
illness of a key member of the team, contributed to the
delay in doing so. We have taken steps to address the
circumstances leading to the publication of erroneous
data and I am satisfied that the appropriate lessons have
been learnt.
It could be inferred from your editorial that Dr Orr and
his colleagues may have been guilty of professional
impropriety. Now that our enquiry has established that
they were not, I hope that publication of this letter will
both inform the community of interested scientists to
which you referred and maintain the good name of our
Department of Genetics, which deservedly has an
excellent international reputation.
Kenneth J.R. Edwards, Vice-Chancellor, University of
Leicester, Leicester LE1 7RH, UK.
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